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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) S Claim(s) 11-16 is/are allowed. 

6) D Claim(s) 1.5.6.8-10.17 and 18 is/are rejected. 

7) KI Claim(s) 2-4.7.19 and 20 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)KI All b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .(3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 5, 6, 8-10, 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US006746130B2 ("130"). 

Per claim 1, 130 teaches a liquid crystal display device comprising: a liquid crystal 
display panel [LP]; a light source for generating light beams [1]; and a dispersion film [41, 
specifically 41c] positioned between the liquid crystal display panel and the light source [1] 
having a plurality of bar-like structures arranged along a first direction and facing the light 
source [41a]; wherein the dispersion film is utilized for enabling brightness of the light beams 
generated from the light source to be increased when a viewing angle is increased, and further 
utilized for enabling the liquid crystal display device to display an image with uniform 
brightness [these are inherent characteristics of dispersion plates and prism sheets]. 130 lacks a 
liquid crystal display panel having two parallel substrates and a liquid crystal layer sealed 
between the substrates. However, it was well known to use substrates to sandwich the liquid 
crystals in order to contain the liquid crystals. Accordingly it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill at the time of invention to combine the well known substrates with 130. 
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Per claim 5, 130 teaches the liquid crystal display device of claim 1 wherein a cross 
section of each of the bar-like structures along a second direction that is perpendicular to the 
first direction has a shape of a triangle [see figure 6]. 

Per claim 6, 130 teaches the liquid crystal display device of claim 1 wherein a cross 
section of each of the bar-like structures along a second direction that is perpendicular to the 
first direction has a shape of a trapezoid [see figure 4a]. 

Per claim 8, 130 teaches the liquid crystal display device of claim 1 but lacks a cross 
section of each of the bar-like structures along a second direction that is perpendicular to the 
first direction has a shape of a semicircle. However, it is an art recognized to use semicircle lens 
structures in place of prisms as they both disperse of focus light. Accordingly it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of invention to combine semicircle shaped lens 
with 130. 

Per claim 10, 130 teaches the liquid crystal display device of claim 1 but lacks the 
dispersion film comprising a plastic film. However, it was well known to use plastic to simplify 
the manufacturing of the sheet. Accordingly it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
at the time of invention to combine the well known plastic dispersion sheet with 130. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2-4, 7 and 19-20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 11-16 are allowed. 

« 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments filed 9/28/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that prior art fails to teach the dispersion film is utilized for 
enabling brightness of the light beams generated from the light source to be increased when a 
viewing angle is increased. Applicant explains this occurs because of certain non-claimed 
structure. Furthermore, the limitation Applicant is relying on to distinguish of prior is a 
functional limitation. 

Regarding functional limitations, where the claimed and prior art products are identical or 
substantially identical in structure or composition, or are produced by identical or substantially 
identical processes, a prima facie case of either anticipation or obviousness has been established. 
In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1255, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). "When the PTO shows a 
sound basis for believing that the products of the applicant and the prior art are the same, the 
applicant has the burden of showing that they are not." In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 709, 15 
USPQ2d 1655, 1658 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Therefore, the prima facie case can be rebutted by 
evidence showing that the prior art products do not necessarily possess the characteristics of the 
claimed product. In re Best, 562 F.2d at 1255, 195 USPQ at 433. See also Titanium Metals Corp. 
v. Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 227 USPQ 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (Claims were directed to a titanium 
alloy containing 0.2-0.4% Mo and 0.6-0.9% Ni having corrosion resistance. A Russian article 
disclosed a titanium alloy containing 0.25% Mo and 0.75% Ni but was silent as to corrosion 
resistance. The Federal Circuit held that the claim was anticipated because the percentages of Mo 
and Ni were squarely within the claimed ranges. The court went on to say that it was immaterial 
what properties the alloys had or who discovered the properties because the composition is the 
same and thus must necessarily exhibit the properties.). See also In re Ludtke, 441 F.2d 660, 169 
USPQ 563 (CCPA 1971) (Claim 1 was directed to a parachute canopy having concentric 
circumferential panels radially separated from each other by radially extending tie lines. The 
panels were separated "such that the critical velocity of each successively larger panel will be 
less than the critical velocity of the previous panel, whereby said parachute will sequentially 
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open and thus gradually decelerate." The court found that the claim was anticipated by Menget. 
Menget taught a parachute having three circumferential panels separated by tie lines. The 
courtupheld the rejection finding that applicant had failed to show that Menget did not possess 
the functional characteristics of the claims.); Northam Warren Corp. v. D. F. Newfield Co., 7 F. 
Supp. 773, 22 USPQ 313 (E.D.N. Y. 1934) (A patent to a pencil for cleaning fingernails was held 
invalid because a pencil of the same structure for writing was found in the prior art.). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James A. Dudek whose telephone number is 571-272-2290. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert H. Kim can be reached on 571-272-2293. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at %6G^l\l^\91 (toll-free). 

^ajnss^. Dudek 
'Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2871 



